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m THE CENTRAL AMNISTRATIVE TFaBbUfiL/^)
PltmCIPj:g. mNCH ClX

O.A. No, 1782/89

New Delhi, dated the 27th April, 1994

Hon'ble Sh.N.V.Krishnai, Vice Chairman Ca)
Hon^ble Smt.Lakshmi Swaminathan, M(j)

Shri Malotk Singh
Son of late Sh.d. Tarlok Singh
R/o House No .C-38,Police Colony,
Mehram Nag ar, Ne vj De1 hi-110010

•^plic ant

(None for the applicant )

Ve rsu .s

1. Lt.Govemor of Delhi throuqh its
Cihief Secretary, Delhi A3mn.,
tfelhi.

2. Commi ssione r of Police, Delhi
^Ihi Police He ad quarters, MSo Bldq

• I -P- Estate. New Delhi. •

3. Mditional Commissioner ox Police (Range)
Delhi Police Ffe adquarters. MSO Bldq.,
I «P .Estate, K%vv Delhi.

4. Deputy Commis.sioae.r of Police,
Central District, Near Police Station,
Darya Ganj, Delhi .

• fiespohdsnts

(By Advocate MS Ashoka Jain )

0 R D£ RtoR/\L)

(Hon'bleShri N.V.Krishnan, Vice Chairman(a))

This O.A. is listed at serial INb .4 of today

cause list with a note to the counsel that the first

10 cases are posted peremptorily for final hearing .Though

called tmce, neither applicant nor his counsel is present.

Mrs Ashoka Jain, appeared for the responcfents. fe, therefore,

heard her and on perusal of the record ,v)9 proceed to

dispose of this O.A.
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2. The applicant is aggrie\ecl by the punishment of

forfeiture of one year's approved service permanently, entailing

ot—

reduction in pay. Briefly^ stated^ttpst disciplinary, proceedings

\i^re initiated against him and'by the Anne xure 'D' order dated

16,1.80 of the Deputy Commissioner of Police ;{GJentral District),
r ' -

Ife sponde nt No .IV, the penalty of forfeiture of one year's

approved service permanently ent:ailing reduction in.pay was

imposed. An appie^l was filed against this orc^r before the

Additional Commissioner of Police, III respondent, v.ho vide

orcfe.r daisd 2.7.80{Annexure-£) dismissed the ^pe al. The re afte r
• I •

the ^plicant preferred^ revision petition before the

Commissioner of Police (Respondent No .II) v^iich was also

dismissed vicfe order dated 23.1, l%l(Ann , F> ,

3. Thus, the final order of the competent authority in

accordance v.,ith Statutory Rules was passed on 23,1,1^1

Tl^re after, the applicant submitted representation to the Lt.

Governor of D'eihi. A copy of the representation is not

annex'ffid to the O.A. This representation has been rejected

by tte order dated ^ .7.1988 (Ann.G) from the Joint Secretary

(Home ) Administration to the Deputy Commissioner of
/ •

Police, tfead quarter vdth reference to the letter dated

18.8.1981. It wuld thus ^pe ar that representation was filed
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[befoxe yiome time jl8.8.1981. OA is filed on 4.9.1989

. • . 5- • •
4. Whan the matter came up before the B^nch, tte

question of delay in filing of the 0».A. vvas^ raised, Thafefore,

applicant filed M' 71/90 for condoning the delay. It is

stated in the M.P . that the representation to the Lt,Governor

Qelhi vjho is the /administrator of Delhi and exercises

superintendence over all the-cfe partmen ts of the Delhi

Administration is competent and hence the rejection of

the representation by the Lt.Goverhor should be taken as

' commence iTg nt of the cause of action. Even, othe;rviise, it is
I .

prayed that if this viev^f i s not accepted, the delay be condoned

as the; applicant would other\Aase be put to serious loss,

5, We have, heard the Id.counsel for the respondents. She

states that statutory rules do not provic^ for such a

representation. ,

6. This objection is taken because, in so far as

tte- disciplinary action is concerned the Delhi Police (Dlsclplinar^

and Appeal) Rules, 1980 provids only for an appeal and a revision.

Therefore, if the applicant was aggrieved by the order of'the

Ilnd respondent.CCommissiore.r of Police) dismissing the statutory

revision vid2 order dated 23.1,i^i^,he should ha^^ resorted

to the appropriate legal remedies against that order.

Representation, to the Lt.Governor vdll not^_in any case,extenl

the period of limitations available to him for qsproaching the

Tribunal.. ^

7. In^viewof thj& matter, we aati of^/ that this application

is barred by limitation and accordingly it i s dismissed.

ft-akshmi (W.V.Krishnan)
C hairms«(A)
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